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EMPLOYER

Whether the claimant's unempl-oyment was due to leaving work
ISSUE voluntarily, without good cause, within the meaning of S6 (a) of

the Law; whether the cl-aimant was discharged for misconduct
connected with the work within Ehe meaning of $5 (c) of the Law;
and whether the appeafing party failed, without good cause,. to
+ir- - +r--rl, --.r -.^iJ^ -l.Ferl rrithin the rrresrrirrg of ST(E)(ii)
of the Law.

NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECISION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND.
THE APPEAL MAY BE TAKEN IN PERSON OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COIJRT OF
BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE.

THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT July 14, 1984

-APPEARANCE.
FOR THE EMPLOYERFOR THE CLAIMANT

Josephine Taylor Brian Blitz,
At torney,.
Sam Kurland,
Owner

EVALUATION OF EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered aIt of the
sented, including the testimony offered aE the
Board has also considered aff of the documentary
duced in this case, as well as the DepartmenE. of
Training's documents in the appeal file-

evidence pre-
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Employment and
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The cfaimant was employed from December of 1977 until July of
1983 at the employer's premises at 3915 W. Belvedere Avenue in
Bal,timore, Md. These premises consisted of a self-service coin
operated laundry which was basically unat.tended except for three
periods during the day when the claimant was required to be
there. The claimant was paid $90.00 per week. Her duties consist-
ed of opening the premises aE '7:30 a.m., returning to the
premises at approximately noon and working there unti-l approx
imately 5:00 p.m., then returning back at 7:00 p-m- until
approximatefy 9:00 or 9:30 p.m.

The landlord of the estabfishment on Befvedere Avenue informed
the empfoyer in ,June or 'July of 1983 that. t.he employer's lease
would expire and that it woufd not be renewed after Jufy 31,
1983. The cfaimant was notified that she was laid off as of that
date. She was afso notified, however, that the empl-oyer had
another estabfishment on Liberty Road and EhaE she could apply
for a similar position at this establishment. The claimant spoke
to the owner's secret.ary about the Liberty Road location, but
was tofd that there was no public transportation to the sit.e. In
fact , there was public transportation to the site, .but it would
require the cfaimant to take two buses.

The claimant did not apply for the new position but instead
appl-ied for unemplol,rnent insurance. When Ehe claimant applied
for unemployment insurance, she informed the agency that the
premises at 3915 W. Befvedere Avenue had cfosed down permanent-
ly. Despite thls fact, the agency,s Notice of Benefit Determina-
tion was sent to that address. The employer's officiaf mailing
address with the agency, however, has always been 1803 pennsyl-
vania Avenue, Baftimore, Md. 2f2ll . The empfoyer first received
notice that the cfaimant had filed for benefits when it received
a notice of quarterfy charges sent to its pennsylvania Avenue
address. Relatively soon after receiving t.his, the empl-oyer
f1led an appeal of the Benefit Determination.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The employer's evidence concerning the exact date when it first
became aware of the claimant's cfaim for benefits was somewhat
vague, but, considering all the circumstances, the Board con-
eludes that the employer did fife a timely appeal . NoL only was
the agency technically on notice of the employer,s address at
Pennsylvania Avenue, but it afso had actual knowledge that the
premises on Belvedere Avenue were a sel-f-service laundromat. and
also that the laundromat had closed down on Jufy 31, 1983,
approximately 24 days prior to the dace the Benefit Determlna-
tion was sent to that address. Under all of t.hese circumstances,


